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Abstract

Recent advancements in video autoencoders (Video AEs)
have significantly improved the quality and efficiency of
video generation. In this paper, we propose a novel and
compact video autoencoder, VidTwin, that decouples video
into two distinct latent spaces: Structure latent vectors,
which capture overall content and global movement, and
Dynamics latent vectors, which represent fine-grained de-
tails and rapid movements. Specifically, our approach
leverages an Encoder-Decoder backbone, augmented with
two submodules for extracting these latent spaces, respec-
tively. The first submodule employs a Q-Former to extract
low-frequency motion trends, followed by downsampling
blocks to remove redundant content details. The second av-
erages the latent vectors along the spatial dimension to cap-
ture rapid motion. Extensive experiments show that VidTwin
achieves a high compression rate of 0.20% with high recon-
struction quality (PSNR of 28.14 on the MCL-JCV dataset),
and performs efficiently and effectively in downstream gen-
erative tasks. Moreover, our model demonstrates explain-
ability and scalability, paving the way for future research in
video latent representation and generation.

1. Introduction
The latent diffusion model has recently revolutionized the
popular text-to-image field, with representative models such
as the Stable Diffusion series [8, 28, 29, 31]. In this
paradigm, the image autoencoder plays a critical role by
encoding the image into a compact latent space, thereby al-
leviating modeling complexity and improving training ef-
ficiency of the diffusion model. Recently, there has been
growing interest in adapting this paradigm for video latent
representation and downstream video generation tasks [3, 4,
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Orig. Recon. S. Recon. D. Recon.

Figure 1. An example illustrating the Structure and Dynamics
latents. We select two frames, t1 and t2, and show the original
and reconstructed video frames, labeled Orig. and Recon., respec-
tively. S. Recon. and D. Recon. refer to the reconstructed frames
decoded using only the corresponding Structure or Dynamics la-
tents. The Structure latent captures the main semantic content and
overall motion trends, while the Dynamics latent encodes local de-
tails and rapid movements.

12, 16, 26, 54]. However, due to the extra temporal consis-
tency of videos compared to static images, simultaneously
modeling visual content and temporal dependencies into a
latent space presents a challenging problem.

Upon reviewing previous works that explore the con-
version of video into latent representations using autoen-
coders [16, 19, 26, 52, 54], we identify two main design
philosophies. First, classical approaches, represent each
frame (or a group of frames) as latent vectors or tokens
of uniform size [43, 51, 52]. This method is straight-
forward but overlooks the redundancy between frames.
Video inherently exhibits continuity, indicating that adja-
cent frames typically differ only slightly in details, sug-
gesting significant potential for further compression. The
second emerging approach addresses this problem by di-
viding the representation into two types, i.e., a single or a
few content frame(s) along with several motion latent vec-
tors [19, 48, 54]. However, these decoupling methods over-
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simplify the dynamic nature of video content, leading to un-
satisfactory generation results, such as blurred frames.

In this paper, we propose a novel approach that encodes
videos into two distinct latent spaces: Structure Latent,
which represents the global content and movement, and
Dynamics Latent, which captures fine-grained details and
rapid motions. For instance, in the video of tightening a
screw shown in Fig. 1, the main semantic content, such
as the table and screw, corresponds to Structure Latent,
while fine-grained details, such as color, texture, and rapid
local movements—like the screw’s downward motion and
rotation—are captured by Dynamics Latent. These com-
ponents are combined to form the reconstructed video. To
achieve this, we introduce the VidTwin model, designed
to effectively learn these interdependent latent representa-
tions. Our approach addresses the shortcomings of previ-
ous methods that often neglect dynamic content, enabling a
video autoencoder capable of achieving high compression
without compromising reconstruction quality.

Specifically, we utilize the Spatial-Temporal Trans-
former [2] as the backbone of our video autoencoder and
introduce two submodules to extract Structure Latent and
Dynamics Latent, respectively. For the former, leveraging
the powerful information extraction capabilities of the Q-
Former [24] architecture, we apply it solely to the tempo-
ral dimension to extract the low-frequency changing mo-
tion trends independently of spatial location. We then fur-
ther downsample the latent in the spatial dimension to re-
move redundant details while retaining the most important
object information. For the latter, since rapid motion in-
formation can be represented in low dimensions, we first
downsample the latent vectors obtained from the encoder
spatially, and then we average these vectors along both the
height and width dimensions to further reduce their dimen-
sionality. Additionally, we design a mechanism to adapt the
obtained latents for diffusion models by patchifying the two
latent vectors and concatenating them as the training target
for the diffusion model.

Through experiments, we demonstrate that our model of-
fers several advantages: (1) High compression rate: The
decoupling design and more compact latent representation
of VidTwin yield a superior compression rate, achieving
around a 500× compression factor while maintaining high
reconstruction quality. This significantly alleviates memory
and computational burdens for downstream models, which
are often challenged by the high dimensionality of video
data. (2) Effectiveness for downstream tasks: Video au-
toencoders are commonly used within generative models,
which require a smooth latent space. We validate this with
the UCF-101 [35] dataset, where our model performs com-
parably to some well-established models, demonstrating its
adaptability to generative tasks. (3) Explainability and
Scalability: As shown in Fig. 1, we carefully design the

latent space to ensure meaningful and explainable represen-
tations, and preliminary experiments also suggest that the
model exhibits scalability, both of which provide opportu-
nities for further research and improvements.

In conclusion, the main contributions of our work are
summarized as follows:

(1) Building on the philosophy of decoupling video rep-
resentation into structure and dynamics, we propose a novel
video codec foundation model, VidTwin, which demon-
strates effective decoupling with a compact design.

(2) Our VidTwin achieves a high compression rate and
strong reconstruction ability, and has been verified for its
applicability and efficiency in generative models.

(3) We highlight the importance of video latent represen-
tation in current research trends and hope our VidTwin can
inspire or facilitate further related research.

2. Related Works

2.1. Visual Autoencoder

With the rapid advancement of visual generation, there
has been increasing attention on visual latent representa-
tion techniques. Given that the dominant methods for gen-
eration are now diffusion models and autoregressive ap-
proaches, two primary types of corresponding representa-
tions have emerged: (1) Continuous latent vectors: Sta-
ble Diffusion [29] was one of the pioneering works to uti-
lize a Variational Autoencoder (VAE) [21] for image en-
coding, with a diffusion model then modeling this latent
space. This approach has since inspired numerous subse-
quent works [5, 6, 8, 28]. For video data, several stud-
ies have incorporated 3D convolutions [1, 4, 16, 33, 36]
or spatio-temporal attention mechanisms [15, 18, 26, 49]
into the backbone, resulting in a latent space specifically de-
signed for video data, which facilitates more effective video
generation. (2) Discrete tokens: In a separate line of work,
influenced by the success of language modeling in the NLP
community, several models have explored discrete repre-
sentations of visual information. VQ-VAE [38] introduced
a codebook into the VAE [21] training procedure to dis-
cretize the representation, while VQ-GAN [7] incorporated
adversarial training to improve the quality of generated im-
ages. Later models further refined their architectures, such
as replacing CNNs with Transformers [50] or improving
quantization methods [25, 52]. For video data, some ap-
proaches treat frames as independent images for tokeniza-
tion [10, 42, 56], while others incorporate 3D architectures
to capture spatio-temporal features [9, 40, 51, 54]. Among
these, MAGVIT-v2 [52] has emerged as a prominent video
tokenizer, proposing a look-up-free quantizer and has been
widely adopted in recent models.
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Figure 2. Details of our model. After obtaining the latent z from the Encoder, the process branches into two flows. The Structure Latent
extraction module, FS , which consists of a Q-Former and convolutional networks, extracts the Structure Latent component zS . The
Dynamics Latent extraction module, FD , comprising convolutional networks and an averaging operator, extracts the Dynamics Latent
component zD . Finally, using the decoding module, we align all latents to the same dimension and combine them before passing them into
the Decoder.

2.2. Video Compression and Decoupling

Video compression is a critical challenge in computer vi-
sion, and the philosophy of decoupling has been employed
in traditional video codecs for many years. For instance,
MPEG-4 [22] uses I-frames to represent key frames and
macroblock motion to capture movement. Building on this
concept, Video-LaViT [19] recently designed a pipeline that
transforms key frames and motion vectors into tokens, inte-
grating them with large language models. Other represen-
tative methods for motion representation include Motion-
I2V [32], which uses pixel trajectories to capture motion,
and [23], which employs optical flow for frame interpo-
lation. Some approaches focus on specific video types,
such as GAIA series [11, 44, 53] focuses on talking-face
videos and uses self-cross reenactment to disentangle iden-
tity and motion, or iVideoGPT [48], which explores em-
bodied videos. CMD [54] utilizes a weighted average of
all frames to represent content, while motion is learned by
a neural network. However, we identify several limitations
in these methods, such as incompatibility with generative
models, reliance on complex architectures, or unsatisfac-
tory results due to excessive prior knowledge in some mod-
els. In contrast, we revisit the decoupling mechanism and
propose a novel approach. Experiments demonstrate that
our method has great promise, and we hope it will inspire
further innovation in the community.

3. Methodology
In this section, we introduce the VidTwin model.
In Sec. 3.1, we provide an overview of the architecture of
VidTwin. Subsequently, Sec. 3.2 describes the process of
converting a video into Structure Latent and Dynamics La-
tent, while Sec. 3.3 delineates the process of reconstructing
the video from these two latents. In Sec. 3.4, we outline the
training and inference pipelines, and lastly, in Sec. 3.5, we
discuss a design for adapting our proposed latents for use
with diffusion models.

3.1. Overall Architecture
A classical autoencoder consists of an encoder E and a de-
coder D. Given a video x ∈ RC×F×H×W , where C, F ,
H , W represent the channel, number of frames, height, and
width, respectively, the encoder produces a latent vector
z = E(x) ∈ Rc×f×h×w, where c, f , h, w are corresponding
dimensions with x but with lower dimensions. The decoder
attempts to reconstruct the input as x̂ = D(z) = D(E(x)).
The encoder and decoder are jointly trained to minimize the
reconstruction loss Lrec = ∥x̂− x∥.

In our VidTwin model, we propose decoupling a video
into Structure Latent and Dynamics Latent components.
As illustrated in Fig. 2, after obtaining the latent vector
z, we introduce two processing functions, FS and FD,
which generate the desired latent representations zS and
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zD. These procedures are described in detail in Sec. 3.2.1
and Sec. 3.2.2. For decoding, we employ two functions,
HS and HD, to align these latents to the same dimensional
space before combining them and passing them to the de-
coder. The overall procedure is summarized as follows:

zS , zD = FS

(
E(x)

)
,FD

(
E(x)

)
x̂ = D

(
[HS(zS);HD(zD)]

)
3.2. Encode Video into Latents
We will use Structure function and Dynamics function to
extract Structure Latent and Dynamics Latent, respectively.

3.2.1. Structure Latent Extraction
To extract the temporal low-frequency representation from
the encoder’s output latent z ∈ Rc×f×h×w, we employ the
Q-Former, a classical interface proposed in BLIP-2 [24] that
serves as a bridge between different modalities. We choose
this module due to its elegant architecture and proven abil-
ity to extract semantic information from visual input. It is a
Transformer [39] architecture with learned queries as input.
In each block, the latent serves as a condition to perform
cross-attention, and the last hidden states are taken as the
output. In our scenario, as shown in Fig. 2, we define the
query q as nq tokens (nq ≤ f ) with dimension dq as input.
Then, for the latent z, we turn it into a sequence by merging
the spatial dimensions into the batch dimension, resulting
in dimension (hw, f, c). We then use an MLP to convert
the channel dimension c into dq , and perform standard Q-
Former operations along the temporal dimension. This pro-
cess dynamically selects nq representative features from the
f frames. The final output z′S is obtained as:

z′S = Qformer(z, q) ∈ R(hw)×nq×dq

Notably, when we combine the height and width dimen-
sions into the batch dimension, it compels the Q-Former to
learn the general temporal motion trends independently of
location, which aligns with our expectations.

We now have the intermediate latent z′S , but it still faces
two challenges: (1) Spatial compression has not been per-
formed, resulting in a high product of h and w, and (2)
the dimensionality of the Q-Former’s hidden state, dq , re-
mains high. To address these, we reshape z′S into shape
(nq, dq, h, w) and apply several convolutional layers to
downsample the spatial dimensions while using a bottle-
neck to reduce the channel dimension dq to a smaller size
dS . These operations reduce the dimensionality of the final
Structure Latent while preserving main content information
by eliminating detailed spatial information. Finally, we ob-
tain the final Structure Latent zS ∈ Rnq×dS×hS×wS .

3.2.2. Dynamics Latent Extraction
For dynamic local details, we consider that rapid motion in-
formation should be low-dimensional and distributed across

each frame. Therefore, instead of manipulating the tempo-
ral dimension, we primarily focus on the spatial dimensions.
A natural approach to reduce the dimensions is to use a spa-
tial Q-Former to extract the most relevant spatial locations,
similar to the method used for the Structure Latent. How-
ever, this approach disrupts spatial consistency, leading to
performance degradation in our experiments.

Instead, we design an alternative approach. As shown
in Fig. 2, we first downsample the latent z along the spatial
dimensions using convolutional layers, obtaining an inter-
mediate result z′D with dimensions (f, c′D, hD, wD). In-
spired by [54], we then average z′D along the height and
width dimensions to eliminate these spatial dimensions.
The resulting vectors are concatenated and passed through
a head G to reduce the channel dimension to dD:

zD = G ([avgh(z
′
D); avgw(z

′
D)]) ∈ Rf×dD×(wD+hD)

This results in the Dynamics Latent zD. Notably, this ap-
proach reduces the latent dimension from O(wD · hD) to
O(wD + hD), effectively extracting compact dynamic de-
tails while preserving spatial integrity.

3.3. Decode Latents to Video
With the expected latents Structure Latent and Dynamics
Latent obtained, we need to find a way to combine them
before inputting them into the decoder. For Structure La-
tent zS with shape (nq, dS , hS , wS), we apply upsampling
layers to recover the spatial size and MLPs to adjust the
channel dimension dS and query token number nq , yield-
ing uS ∈ Rc×f×h×w.

For Dynamics Latent zD with shape (f, dD, wD + hD),
we process the latents for height and width separately.
Specifically, for latents z

(h)
D ∈ Rf×dD×wD and z

(w)
D ∈

Rf×dD×hD , we use MLPs T to recover the correspond-
ing spatial and channel dimensions, followed by repeating
along the missing spatial dimension:

u
(h)
D = Repw(T (z

(h)
D )) ∈ Rc×f×h×w

u
(w)
D = Reph(T (z

(w)
D )) ∈ Rc×f×h×w

Subsequently, we perform an element-wise addition of
these latents and pass them to the decoder to obtain the final
output video:

x̂ = D(uS + u
(h)
D + u

(w)
D ) ∈ RC×F×H×W

3.4. Training and Inference
We train all modules, including the Encoder E , Decoder
D, latent extraction modules FS , FD, and decoding heads
HS , HD, jointly to recover the input. Following the stan-
dard loss definition for image autoencoders proposed in
VQ-GAN [7], we employ the basic reconstruction loss Lrec
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Table 1. Quantitative comparison with baseline methods. The bold values indicate the best results, while the underlined values represent
the second-best. Sem., Tempo., and Deta. refer to semantic preservation, temporal consistency, and detail retention, respectively. Our
model outperforms the baselines across multiple metrics, demonstrating its superior reconstruction ability.

Method Compress. Rate ↓ PSNR ↑ LPIPS ↓ SSIM ↑ FVD ↓ Sem. ↑ Tempo. ↑ Deta. ↑
iVideoGPT [48] 1.50% 19.353 0.4677 0.5752 1693.10 4.28 4.33 3.59
MAGVIT-v2 [52] 0.65% 24.351 0.3347 0.6877 653.88 4.43 4.46 3.97
CMD [54] 6.85% 27.332 0.2732 0.7746 468.47 4.51 4.35 4.22
EMU-3 [43] 0.53% 25.359 0.2543 0.7260 353.71 4.69 4.57 4.60

VidTwin (Ours) 0.20% 28.137 0.2414 0.8044 388.86 4.71 4.62 4.73

along with feature-level perceptual loss Lp and adversarial
losses LGAN . Considering that VidTwin is likely to be in-
tegrated into a generative model, we expect the latent space
to be sufficiently smooth. Thus, we adopt a VAE paradigm,
wherein instead of directly inputting the latents into the de-
coder, we introduce randomness around the latents, namely
v(z) = µ(z) + σ(z) · ϵ, where ϵ ∼ N (0, I), and µ(z) and
σ(z) are learnable modules predicting the mean and stan-
dard deviation. To regularize this distribution, we use the
KL divergence loss with the standard Gaussian distribution
LKL = KL(N (µz, σz)||N (0, I)). More detailed explana-
tions of the VAE model can be found in Appendix D.2. The
final loss is defined as:

L = Lrec + λpLp + λGANLGAN + λKLLKL

During sampling, we use the mean of the latent, i.e.,
µ(z). If the required latents are predicted from a generative
model, we simply follow the decoding method mentioned
in Sec. 3.3 to generate the final video.

3.5. Conditional Video Generation with VidTwin
Typically, VidTwin is expected to connect with a generative
model. Here, we present a basic design to adapt Structure
Latent and Dynamics Latent for use in a diffusion model
and welcome other designs from the community.

Given a video, we first apply the trained VidTwin to ob-
tain the Structure Latent latent zS and the Dynamics La-
tent latent zD. The dimension of zS is (dS , nq, hS , wS),
which resembles “video-like” data. For zD, we combine
the latents along the height and width dimensions, introduc-
ing a pseudo-dimension in the second dimension to yield
(dD, 1, f, hD+wD), effectively treating it as a single-frame
video. We then apply a 3D patchification method to convert
both latents into two sequences of tokens, each with dimen-
sion dDiff. Since these token embeddings originate from
different latents, we align them to a similar scale through
normalization and then concatenate them along the length
dimension to form the training target.

With the ground-truth latent training target y0 and any
relevant conditions c (such as text or video class), we per-

form the standard diffusion training procedure [14]. This in-
volves sampling noise, adding it to the latent to get the noisy
version yt, and then attempting to remove the noise using a
learnable model Di. We utilize the current popular mecha-
nism to predict x0 directly, defined as LDiff = ∥Di(yt, c)−
y0∥. During sampling, we follow the DDIM [34] method
to predict ŷ0. We also employ classifier-free guidance [13]
to further enhance the model’s conditioning capabilities.
More details about the diffusion model can be found in Ap-
pendix C.3. Finally, we input the predicted latents into the
decoder of VidTwin to generate the final output video.

4. Experiments
We conduct experiments to validate the proposed VidTwin
model, from aspects including the compression rate, recon-
struction ability, as well as the effectiveness and efficiency
on downstream tasks.

4.1. Setup
4.1.1. Datasets
For training, we utilize a self-collected large-scale text-
video dataset, containing 10 million video-text pairs. Con-
sidering the broad variety of content and motion speed in
this dataset, we believe training on this dataset is a good
choice to fulfill our design philosophy. For evaluation, we
use the MCL-JCV dataset [41], which is a classical dataset
for evaluating video compression quality. Moreover, to ver-
ify the adaptability of the latent emitted by our model to
generative models, we evaluate the class-conditioned video
generation ability on the UCF-101 [35] dataset, which pro-
vides 101 different classes of motion videos.

4.1.2. Implementation Details
We train our model on 8 fps, 16-frame, 224 × 224 video
clips and evaluate on 25 fps, 16-frame, 224 × 224 video
clips. The backbone of our model is a Spatial-Temporal
Transformer [2] with a hidden dimension of 768 and a patch
size of 16. Both the encoder and decoder consist of 16
layers, each with 12 attention heads, resulting in a total of
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Figure 3. Qualitative comparison with baseline methods. Two examples are presented: a gradually rotating photo and a fast-motion boxing
scene. VidTwin demonstrates the ability to reconstruct fine details and accurately capture rapid motion.

about 300M parameters. For the latent size, in one of our
configurations, we set hS = hD = 7, with dimensions 4
and 8, respectively, resulting in two latents with dimensions
7× 7× 16× 4 and 16× 14× 8 for a 16× 3× 224× 224
video clip. The model is trained on 4 × A100 GPUs. We
use the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 1.6e-4. Ad-
ditional hyperparameters and model settings are provided
in Appendix C.

4.2. Baselines and Evaluation Metrics

We select several state-of-the-art baselines, including mod-
els that represent videos as latents with uniform size, such
as MAGVIT-v2 [52] and the visual tokenizer of EMU-
3 [43], as well as models that decouple content and mo-
tion, like CMD [54] and iVideoGPT [48]. We compare
these baselines with our model using standard reconstruc-
tion metrics, including PSNR [17], SSIM [46], LPIPS [55],
and FVD [37]. Additionally, we conducted a human evalu-
ation by inviting 15 professional evaluators to assess the re-
sults based on three criteria: semantic preservation (Sem.),
temporal consistency (Tempo.), and detail retention (Deta.).

Each evaluator is presented with 20 samples and asked to
rate each on a scale from 1 to 5. The final evaluation score
is computed as the Mean Opinion Score (MOS), represent-
ing the average rating across evaluators. Moreover, we also
introduce the Compression Rate (Compress. Rate) metrics,
which we define as the ratio between the dimension of the
latent space (or token embeddings) used in the downstream
generative model, and the input video’s dimension.

4.3. Reconstruction Quality

As shown in Tab. 1, our model achieves state-of-the-art
performance across most objective and subjective metrics,
demonstrating strong capabilities in video reconstruction.
The vision tokenizer of EMU-3 achieves the best FVD
score and good reconstruction ability, likely due to the large
dataset it was trained on (InternVid [45]). While most mod-
els perform well in semantic preservation and temporal con-
sistency, they vary significantly in detail retention, where
our model outperforms the others. Additionally, our model
utilizes a highly compact latent space, approximately 2.5
to 30 times smaller than those of the baselines. It is en-
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Video A
Offers S. Latent

Video B
Offers D. Latent

Video C
(Generated)

Figure 4. An illustration of a cross-replacement example, where
Video C is generated using the Structure Latent from Video A and
the Dynamics Latent from Video B.

couraging to see that our model achieves comparable or su-
perior reconstruction quality with such a low-dimensional
latent space, highlighting the efficiency and effectiveness of
VidTwin. We also train our architecture at different parame-
ter scales, and larger models perform even better. This scal-
ability is likely due to our Transformer-based architecture;
further details can be found in Appendix A.4.

Furthermore, we conduct case studies, with qualitative
results shown in Fig. 3 (zoom in to observe finer details).
For the left case, we observe that our model effectively cap-
tures local details and the gradual rotation of the object. In
comparison, baselines such as CMD show blurred edges
and incomplete rotation. In the right case, featuring the
fast motion of a man boxing, all baselines struggle to ac-
curately capture the rapid movements, resulting in ghosting
artifacts. In contrast, VidTwin produces significantly clearer
results, demonstrating the effectiveness of our decoupling
strategy for capturing both low-frequency changing objects
and rapid local motion. More cases are presented in Ap-
pendix A.1.

4.4. Further Analysis
As highlighted in Sec. 1, our VidTwin not only demon-
strates strong reconstruction capabilities but also excels in
explainability, efficiency, and adaptability with generative
models. In this section, we provide evidence to support
these claims.

4.4.1. Explorations on the Roles of Latents
In VidTwin, we design two distinct latents: Structure Latent
for the main object and overall movement trend, and Dy-
namics Latent, which captures local details and rapid mo-
tions. We present two experiments that provide insight into
their respective roles.

Figure 5. We present the FLOPs and training memory costs of the
unified generative model, as applied to our model and the base-
lines.

First, as discussed in Sec. 3.3, we perform element-wise
addition of the latents before inputting them into the de-
coder. This setup enables us to explore the outputs gener-
ated when each latent is passed through the decoder indi-
vidually, i.e., generating results from D(uS) and D(uD).
An example provided in Fig. 1 of the Sec. 1 illustrates the
distinct differences between the two latents using a scenario
involving the screwing process. As observed, the Structure
Latent captures the main semantic content, such as the table
and screw, while the Dynamics Latent captures fine-grained
details, including color and rapid local movements of the
screw. Notably, in frame t2, where the screw drops, the
video generated by the Structure Latent shows only a slight
change, whereas the one generated by the Dynamics La-
tent captures this immediate movement. This demonstrates
the distinction between low-frequency and high-frequency
movement trends.

Second, we conduct a cross-reenactment experiment in
which we combine the Structure Latent from one video, A,
with the Dynamics Latent from another video, B, to ob-
serve the generated output from the decoder, i.e., generat-
ing D(uA

S , u
B
D). As shown in Fig. 4, the generated video

inherits the main object (house) and overall structure from
Video A, which provides Structure Latent, while the local
color comes from Video B, which provides Dynamics La-
tent. Notably, we observe that the movement in the gener-
ated video inherits the rapid rotation from Video B, while
adjusting the gradually downward camera view according to
the scene in Video A. This further validates our motivation
to decouple video content into overall structure and detailed
dynamics. We provide additional examples for both settings
in Appendix A.

One additional note is that, as suggested by the name
VidTwin, the Structure Latent and Dynamics Latent latents
work together to generate the final video. These separate
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Table 2. The generative ability of our model and the baselines, as
tested on UCF-101.

Models TATS [9] MAGVIT-v2 [52] Video-LaViT [19] Ours

FVD ↓ 332 58 275 193

analyses are intended to offer a glimpse into the roles of
each latent, but it is important to note that isolating them
inevitably introduces information loss. In future work, we
plan to explore additional methods for better understanding
the intrinsic information stored in these separate latents.

4.4.2. Computation Resource Analysis for Generative
Models

Through our decoupling design, we reduce redundancy, re-
sulting in compact latents with a high compression rate. A
key advantage of having lower-dimensional latents is the re-
duced computational resource requirements for downstream
tasks. To demonstrate this, we compare the FLOPs and
memory consumption of generative models based on rep-
resentative baselines. For a fair comparison, instead of us-
ing the original generative models from their respective pa-
pers, which vary significantly, we construct a pseudo uni-
form DiT [27] architecture with a uniform patch size, fo-
cusing solely on resource consumption rather than genera-
tive ability. The results are shown in Fig. 5. As observed,
the downstream diffusion model that fits our latent space,
which has a higher compression rate, requires significantly
fewer FLOPs and less training memory (4 to 8 times and 2
to 3 times smaller than the baselines, respectively). This re-
duction in resource consumption leads to improved deploy-
ment efficiency. Furthermore, given the smaller dimension
of our latent space, it is possible to use a smaller diffusion
model to fit the distribution, further reducing resource re-
quirements. Additional details about the pseudo DiT model
used can be found in Appendix B.2.

4.4.3. Generative Quality of Diffusion Models
As shown in Sec. 3.5, we design a basic method to adapt
our latent representations to the generation framework of
a DiT-based diffusion model. We evaluate the proposed
method on the UCF-101 dataset [35] for class-conditional
video generation, with the results reported in Tab. 2. Our
model achieves performance comparable to several exist-
ing methods. It is important to note that the main focus of
this paper is not on generation, and we have implemented
only a simple baseline model to evaluate the adaptability
of our approach to the diffusion framework. Despite this,
the results are promising and demonstrate that the latent
space in VidTwin is well-suited for downstream generative
tasks. We believe that with a more refined design, a larger
dataset, and the incorporation of additional techniques dur-

Table 3. Ablation studies on the proposed techniques.

Methods PSNR↑ SSIM↑
VidTwin 26.116 0.731

(a) w/o Disentanglement 23.512 0.654
(b) w/o D. Latent Avg. 24.835 0.693
(c) w/o S. Latent Qformer 25.386 0.702
(d) w/o S. Latent Move Spa. 23.169 0.630

ing training, a generation model based on our latent space
will achieve even better performance.

4.5. Ablation Studies
We conduct an ablation study to assess the impact of our
proposed designs by removing each one. The experiments
are evaluated using the same number of training steps, and
the results are presented in Tab. 3. The findings can be sum-
marized as follows: (a) When we omit the disentangling
paradigm and use a single latent with a similar compres-
sion rate, performance drops significantly, demonstrating
that our decoupling approach not only produces meaning-
ful latent representations but also enhances performance at
the same compression rate. (b) As discussed in Sec. 3.2.2,
replacing the averaging method with a Spatial Q-Former to
further compress the spatial dimensions of Dynamics Latent
results in poorer performance, likely due to the disruption
of spatial arrangement. (c) We propose using a Q-Former
to extract Structure Latent. When we replace it with sim-
ple convolution layers and an MLP to decrease the tempo-
ral dimension, performance degrades, highlighting the su-
perior semantic extraction capability of the Q-Former. (d)
As mentioned in Sec. 3.2.1, moving the spatial dimensions
into the batch dimension to obtain location-independent la-
tents is crucial. Without this, and by placing them into the
hidden states dimension instead, we observe a noticeable
performance loss.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we present VidTwin, a novel foundation
model for video latent representation. VidTwin incorporates
carefully designed submodules within an Encoder-Decoder
framework to effectively separate Structure and Dynamics
latent spaces. Through extensive experiments, we demon-
strate that VidTwin achieves high compression rates, has a
simple architecture, and performs well in downstream gen-
erative tasks. Additionally, inspired by [47], the Structure
Latent space in our model appears well-suited for visual un-
derstanding tasks, which we plan to explore in future work.
Finally, our approach provides explainability and scalabil-
ity, making it valuable for future research. We hope that our

8



work will inspire new decoupling techniques in the video
community and contribute to advancements in both video
generation and broader multimodal applications.
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A. Additional Experimental Results

To enhance the visual experience, we strongly encourage
viewing the videos on the website https://github.
com/microsoft/VidTok/tree/main/vidtwin.

A.1. Additional Reconstruction Examples

Fig. 6 presents additional reconstruction examples. By
zooming in, one can observe that our VidTwin effectively
captures intricate details, such as raindrops in the first and
second cases. Moreover, by decoupling structural and dy-
namic motion features, our model excels at preserving rapid
motion dynamics. For example, in the third case, VidTwin
accurately reproduces the light trails of a fast-moving car,
where other baselines fail to do so.

A.2. Additional Decoupling Examples

In Sec. 4.4.1, we demonstrated the ability to separately re-
cover the Structure Latent and Dynamics Latent compo-
nents. Additional examples are shown in Figure 7. Videos
generated using Structure Latent predominantly capture pri-
mary structures and main objects, while those generated
with Dynamics Latent focus on colors and rapid move-
ments.

A notable example is observed in the bottom-right case,
where fireworks visible in the first frame disappear in the
second. However, the Structure Latent-generated video re-
tains the fireworks from the first frame, demonstrating that
Structure Latent effectively encodes low-frequency, gradu-
ally evolving information.

A.3. Additional Cross-Reenactment Examples

Fig. 8 provides further examples of the cross-reenactment
experiments described in Sec. 4.4.1. In these examples, the
generated videos inherit the basic structure from Video A
while incorporating local details and motions from Video
B. Notably, motion patterns such as horizontal movements
and wave-like motions, as seen in the two bottom cases, are
effectively transferred.

A.4. Initial Scalability Exploration

In Sec. 4.3, we described training our architecture at vary-
ing parameter scales and observed consistent performance
improvements with larger models. Tab. 4 summarizes the
configurations of each model, evaluated at the same train-
ing step. The results demonstrate a steady enhancement in
reconstruction quality with increasing model size. In future
work, we plan to explore additional model scales and inves-
tigate potential scaling laws, including exponential trends
and other patterns.

B. Additional Information on Experimental
Settings

B.1. Baselines and Compression Rates
This section provides details on the baselines used in
our evaluation and discusses their compression rates,
as outlined in Sec. 4.2. Notably, MAGVIT-v2 [52],
iVideoGPT [48], and CMD [54] do not offer official code
or pretrained checkpoints. Therefore, we reimplement these
methods based on the descriptions provided in their respec-
tive papers.

MAGVIT-v2 [52]: MAGVIT-v2 employs 3D causal
CNN layers to downsample videos into latents, with a tem-
poral downsampling factor of 4 and spatial downsampling
factor of 8. The latent dimension is set to 5, as reported in
the paper, resulting in a compression rate of:

5

3× 4× 8× 8
≈ 0.65%.

EMU-3 [43]: EMU-3 is a generative model proposed by
BAAI1. For our evaluation, we primarily utilize its video
tokenizer, which is based on SBER-MoVQGAN2. This to-
kenizer incorporates two temporal residual layers with 3D
convolutional kernels in both the encoder and decoder mod-
ules, enhancing video tokenization. Similar to MAGVIT-
v2, it achieves a 4× temporal compression and 8×8 spatial
compression. The compression rate, with a latent size of 4,
is calculated in the same manner.

CMD [54]: CMD decouples video representations into
content frames and motion latents. For a video of size
(c, f, h, w), the content frame has dimensions (c, h, w), and
the motion latent is (d, h+w, f), where d is the dimension
of the motion vector. Based on the settings described in the
paper, the compression rate is:

1

f
+

d(h+ w)

chw
=

1

16
+

2× 224× 32

3× 224× 224
≈ 6.9%.

The primary bottleneck lies in the content frame, and we
hypothesize that longer video clips could reduce the com-
pression rate (though at the potential cost of performance).

iVideoGPT [48]: iVideoGPT employs a conditional VQ-
GAN [7] with dual encoders and decoders. The context
frames 1 : T0 are encoded using N0 tokens, while sub-
sequent frames are encoded with fewer tokens (n), condi-

1https://www.baai.ac.cn/
2https://github.com/ai-forever/MoVQGAN
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Table 4. Settings and performance of VidTwin at different scales.

Models Depth Num. Heads Dim. Hidden Num. Params. PSNR SSIM

VidTwin small 12 8 512 126M 24.83 0.683
VidTwin base 16 12 768 335M 26.13 0.732
VidTwin large 16 12 1536 1.3B 27.16 0.751

Original

iVideoGPT

MAGVIT-v2

EMU-3

CMD

VidTwin
(Ours)

Figure 6. Additional reconstruction cases comparing our VidTwin model with baselines. Zoom in to observe finer details.

tioned on the context tokens to capture the essential dynam-
ics. The compression rate is given by:

N0d+ n(T − T0)d

C × T ×H ×W
,

and, based on the information in the paper, we calculate it
as:

2× 162 × 64 + 14× 42 × 64

3× 16× 2562
≈ 1.5%.
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Orig. Recon. S. Recon. D. Recon. Orig. Recon. S. Recon. D. Recon.

Figure 7. Additional examples of decoupling Structure Latent and Dynamics Latent.

B.2. Pseudo DiT for Resource Consumption Evalu-
ation

Our VidTwin model offers a highly compressed latent
space, significantly reducing the resource requirements
of downstream generative models. To validate this,
in Sec. 4.4.2, we compare the performance of a generative
model applied to the latent spaces produced by VidTwin and
the baselines.

For a fair comparison, we utilize the same DiT [27] ar-
chitecture in all experiments. The configuration includes 6
layers, 8 attention heads, a hidden dimension size of 512,
and a feed-forward network (FFN) dimension of 2048, re-
sulting in a total of 12,610,560 parameters. Additionally, a
unified patch size of 2 is used for all dimensions.

We calculate the FLOPs using a single sample (batch
size = 1). For memory consumption, we employ the
Adam [20] optimizer and record the maximum GPU mem-
ory usage during training.

C. Implementation Details
C.1. Model Details
As described in Sec. 3.1, our VidTwin adopts an Encoder-
Decoder architecture. Specifically, we utilize a Spatial-
Temporal Transformer [2] backbone. In each block, spatial
attention is first applied to the height and width dimensions,
followed by temporal attention along the temporal dimen-

sion. Temporal attention uses causal masking, ensuring that
earlier frames do not attend to later ones, similar to the con-
figuration in MAGVIT-v2 [52]. We evaluate three different
scales (outlined in Tab. 4) by adjusting the depth, hidden
state dimensions, and other parameters. For spatial dimen-
sions, a patch size of 16 is used for both height and width,
while for the temporal dimension, the patch size is set to 1.

The Q-Former [24], employed for extracting Structure
Latent components, consists of 6 layers with a hidden di-
mension of 64 and 8 attention heads. For downsampling, we
primarily use convolutional layers with a stride of 2, while
upsampling is performed using Upsample layers with a fac-
tor of 2. By varying the number of convolutional layers,
latents of different sizes can be generated.

Recommended latent size settings are as Tab. 5. From
our experiments, we see that these configurations exhibit
minimal performance differences, allowing users to select a
setting based on specific requirements.

C.2. Data and Training Details
The key hyperparameters for training data and optimization
are summarized as Tab. 6.

C.3. Diffusion Model Details
In Sec. 4.4.3, we describe the design of a diffusion model
tailored to the latent space of our VidTwin model. This
model adopts the DiT [27] architecture with 18 layers and
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Video A
Offers S. Latent

Video B
Offers D. Latent

Video C
(Generated)

Video A
Offers S. Latent

Video B
Offers D. Latent

Video C
(Generated)

Figure 8. Additional examples of cross-reenactment.

Table 5. Recommended settings for latent sizes.

Setting Structure Latent Dynamics Latent

1 hS = wS = 7, nq = 16, dS = 4 hD = wD = 7, dD = 8

2 hS = wS = 7, nq = 16, dS = 4 hD = wD = 4, dD = 16

3 hS = wS = 7, nq = 12, dS = 4 hD = wD = 7, dD = 8

a hidden state size of 1152. Conditioning is introduced via
cross-attention, and for the UCF-101 dataset [35], we use a
256-dimensional vector to encode the class information.

The diffusion process consists of 1000 steps, with
DDIM [34] used as the sampling strategy and 50 steps for
inference. Classifier-free guidance [13] is applied, where
conditioning is randomly dropped in 20% of the samples
during training. The classifier-free guidance weight is set to
5 during sampling.

For training, we use the Adam optimizer [20] with

β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999. The learning rate is managed with
a Lambda scheduler and includes 10,000 warmup steps.
Training is conducted on 8 × 40G A100 GPUs, with an in-
put configuration of 16 video frames at a resolution of 224.

D. Basics for Diffusion Models and VAE

D.1. Basics for Diffusion Models

Diffusion models are a class of emerging generative mod-
els designed to approximate data distributions. The train-
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Table 6. Training Configuration

Parameter Value

Input Video Resolution 224

Input Video Frames 16

Input Video FPS 8

Optimizer Adam; β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.99

Learning Rate 1.6× 10−4

Warmup Steps 5000

Learning Rate Scheduler Cosine Annealing

Lp 0.05

Weight Decay 0.0001

LGAN 0.05

LKL 0.001

Training Batch Size 6

Training Device 4 × 80G A100 GPUs

ing process consists of two phases: the forward diffusion
process and the backward denoising process. Given a data
point sampled from the real data distribution, x0 ∼ q(x)3,
the forward diffusion process gradually adds Gaussian noise
to the sample, generating a sequence of noisy samples
x1, . . . , xT . The noise scales are controlled by a variance
schedule βt ∈ (0, 1), and the density can be expressed as:

q(xt|xt−1) = N (xt;
√

1− βtxt−1, βtI).

Using the reparameterization trick [14], this process al-
lows for sampling at any arbitrary time step in closed form:

q(xt|x0) = N (xt;
√
αtx0,

√
1− αtI),

where αt = 1− βt and αt =
∏t

i=1 αi. From this, it is evi-
dent that as T → ∞, xT converges to an isotropic Gaussian
distribution, aligning with the initial condition used during
inference.

However, obtaining a closed form for the reverse process
q(xt−1|xt) is challenging. When βt is sufficiently small, the
posterior also approximates a Gaussian distribution. In this
case, a model pθ(xt−1|xt) can be trained to approximate
these conditional probabilities:

pθ(xt−1|xt) = N (xt−1;µθ(xt, t),Σθ(xt, t)),

where µθ(xt, t) and Σθ(xt, t) are parameterized by a de-
noising network fθ, such as a U-Net [30] or a Trans-
former [39]. By deriving the variational lower bound to

3We follow the notation and derivation process of https://
lilianweng.github.io/posts/2021-07-11-diffusion-
models.

optimize the negative log-likelihood of x0, Ho et al. [14]
introduces a simplified DDPM learning objective:

Lsimple =

T∑
t=1

Eq

[
∥ϵt(xt, x0)− ϵθ(xt, t)∥2

]
,

where ϵt represents the noise added to the original data x0.
In our work, we adopt a simpler architecture that directly
predicts x0, with the loss function defined as:

L = ∥x0 − fθ(xt, t)∥.

During inference, the reverse process begins by sampling
noise from a Gaussian distribution, p(xT ) = N (xT ;0, I),
and iteratively denoising it using pθ(xt−1|xt) until x0 is
obtained. DDIM [34] refines this process by ensuring
its marginal distribution matches that of DDPM. Conse-
quently, during generation, only a subset of diffusion steps
{τ1, . . . , τS} is sampled, significantly reducing inference
latency.

D.2. Basics for VAE
Variational Autoencoders (VAEs) [21] are a class of genera-
tive models that combine probabilistic reasoning with neu-
ral networks to learn the underlying distribution of high-
dimensional data. A VAE consists of two components: an
encoder and a decoder. The encoder maps input data x to a
latent variable z characterized by a probabilistic distribution
q(z|x), typically parameterized as a Gaussian. The decoder
reconstructs the input by sampling from the latent space and
generating data through p(x|z).

To ensure that the latent space conforms to a struc-
tured prior distribution, typically a standard Gaussian
p(z) = N (0, I), VAEs optimize the Evidence Lower
Bound (ELBO):

L = Eq(z|x)[log p(x|z)]−DKL(q(z|x)∥p(z)),

where the first term represents the reconstruction loss, en-
suring that the generated data resembles the input, and the
second term is the Kullback-Leibler divergence, which reg-
ularizes the latent space.

A key point of VAEs is the reparameterization trick,
which facilitates gradient-based optimization by expressing
the latent variable z as:

z = µ+ σ · ϵ, ϵ ∼ N (0, I),

where µ and σ are outputs of the encoder network.
VAEs have found applications in areas such as image

synthesis, data compression, and representation learning
due to their ability to generate diverse, high-quality sam-
ples while maintaining interpretability of the latent space.
In our work, we employ a VAE as the backbone model and
introduce two submodules to decouple the video latent rep-
resentation effectively.
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